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The dajégi d analysis for this study were originally developed in
resppﬁSe To a: request from the Task Force on Student Aid of the
Amerlcan Association of Community and Junior Colleges. Although the
r’analyS|s focuses on_the participation of two-year colleges in federal
, student aid program(\«+he overall data presented i'n the paper
} . should be of interest to all types of institutions. - N
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" .vcolleges in these programs. .-, \

y .
& 9 4 R J
Summary and findings . ' . .

-
This épaper examines the distribution of federal funds to postsecondary
éducafion institutions under three United States Office of Education
student assistance programs--Supp!emental Edudationa! Opportunity
Grants (SE0G), Collége Work-Study’ Program (CWS), and National Direct
Student Loans (NDSL)-~concentrating on.+he participation of two-year

Allocations for the academic year 1974-75 show that public in-
stitutions received nearly 60 percent of tota! funds under the three
programs and priJafe nonprofit institutions received 33 percent. Pro-
prietary schoolg accounted for the remaining 6 or 7 percent. About 77
“percent of all funds went to four-year institutions (public and pri-
vate), compéred with less.than 16 percent for two-year schools (pub-'
lic_and private), » '

Two-year institutions received |7 percepnt of 1974- 75 allocaflons
under Supplemen+a| Educational ‘Oppqortunity Grants, 10 percent under
National Dlrec+ Student Loans, and 21 percent under College WOrk Sfudy
This pattern and the overall percen+ of funds--approximately 16 per-
cent--received by two-year institutions have remained virtually un-
changed sinfe 1971-72.

The two-year colleges' relative participation in these "campus-
based" (or instituttonally administered) pﬁograms'appears dispropor-
Tionafely'low in view of the number of accrédited two-year colleges
(1,141), +heiF share of posfsécondary enrollmen+; (over 25 percent of
total fuli-time equivalent), and their héavy enrolIment of students
from low- and moderafe-indome families (approximately 53 percent of

all first-time,_full-time freshmen from families with incomes of less

o

than $10,000). Even after cons[deﬁing the lower costs of attendance

at two-year colleges, preFLminary‘es+ima+es indicate that 20 to-25
- . N
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percent of all student financial need for full-time students in higher

education is ‘in Two‘year institutions.

v JTo, identify factors Thaf might hamper participation by two-year
institutions and their sTudenTs, the paper analyzes the app|acaf:on,
state allotment, and institutional allocation procedures ThaT charac~

v terize the campus-based programs. The basic finding is that these pro-

) . cedures do not inherently mi.litate against participation by any par—:

ticular sector of postsecondary.education (except perhaps proprietary

, institutions to some degree). Neither the Office of Education panel )

process by which institutional ‘requests are reviewed and adjusted nor
the sTaTuTery state allotment formulas explains the apparent relative —/
underfunding of community colleges in campus-~based federal! s%udenf

N aid programs ‘ ' \ s

|ns+ead the explanation seems to resT with the communufy co|—
leges themselves. Many two-~year institutions simply do not aoply for
one or more of the programs. For 1974<75, of all the accredJTed two-
. year co||eges, approximately 220 dig¢ not f||e~app||caf'ons for Sup-

. plemental Educafuona! Opportunity Grants; nearly 500 failed to apply
for National Direct Student Loans; and 140 did not request College
wOrg—Sfddy flinds. There 'may be several .reasons for such nonparficiba;

- - tion--lack of maféhiné funds requ}red for federal programs (or legal

constraints on such use of local funds), a reluctance to take on loan
collections in the tase of NbSL, administrative understaffing.in com~ ¥
munify cofleges, lack of professionalism, and sometimes lack of per-

. ception of student financial needs. Even when tuition charges are zero
or very low, the student still must finance other costs associated
W|+h attending co||ege——room and board or expenses re|a+ed to commut-
|ng, books and supplies, and incidental costs. Because of their long

¢ tradition of low student charges, some community colleges may tend to

1
4 y
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think that student ;Id is noT their concern, but rather some%hing for,
'higher priced four—year institutions to worry ‘about. But their stu-
dents do havVe subsfanflal needs and in too, many cases are effecflveiy
dehied potential Opporfunlfles for fedeﬁal assistance simply because
of the institution’s failure fo apply for ah allotmeht of funds

Furthermore, #hose two-year institutions that do participate in
\}he campug-based programs may not be.requesting as much money as they
should because of the underesflmaflon of the actual costs of attend-
~ance, parflcularly‘for commuting students. Two-year institutions par-
ticipating 4n the campus-based programs are probably not requesting
fuqu comﬁensurafe with the actud! needs of their students.

Finally, for comparison pGrposes this paper presents an estimate
of the distribution of funds ‘under the new Basic Educational Oppor—
tunity Grant Program by type and control of |ns+|+u+70n In contrast
to the campus-based programs, in which the number of students eligible:

to receive assistance depends in large measure on the funds alloc?fed

to individual

institutions,

the Basic Grant program promises to aid

eligible students regardless of where they live or' attend college.

The

results show:that two-year public institutions are ||ke|y to account
for more funds under the Basic Grant program Than under the campus-
based programs. At full funding of all eligible undergraduates, part
time and full time, students in public two-year institutions should
ﬁgceive relatively more funds in the Basic Grant program (27 percent
of the totald than they receive at present in the campus-based pro-

grams (13 percent of the total).

[ -
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Introduction

Aid to students is now the principal mechanism\of federal support for
Ed
postsecendary education. -Nearly 90 percent of United States Office of

Education, spending for postsecondary edueation--and approximately

fhree-fourths of the total federal iftvestment igfthis field (excluding

research)-=is in }he form of student assistance. Thé Office of Educa-

tion's expenditures for student aid are concentrated inz (1) the .

three "campus-based" or institutionally administered student aid pro-
grams--Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants (SEQG), Col}ege
Work-Study (CWS), National Direct Student Loans YNDSL); (2) aid—Tis-,
tributed directly to sfudenfs——Basigvgduca#ibnal Opporfdnify Grants
(BEOG); 'and (3) the Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSLP). Still
other major sources of student support exisf.qu+§ide the Office of
Education--the G.1. BI 11, Social Security education benefits, the Law
Enforcement Education Program,ffhe Bureau of Indian Agfairs' Higher
Education Program, and ®ealth professions' student assistance.,

This analysis focuses on the Otfice of Education's campus-based
programs--SEOG, CWS, NDSL.\!n particular, it examines the distribution
of funds under these programs among differing types of institutions.

Such distribution is critical in determin.ing which students will have

_an opportunity to receive féderal benefits under these programs. Un-

]ike the recently enacted Basic Educational Opporturity Grant Pro-~

gram, which promises to aid eligible sfudenfs(regardless of where they

live or attend col lege, +he number of students eligible to receive as-

S|s+ance under SEOG, CWS, and NDSL deends in Iarge measure on the
funds allocafed to lndlv1dua| institutions.

This anallysis was prompted by the concern of junior and cémmunify
colleges that their share of funds under the campus-based programs

was inordinately low consldering the nlmber of .two-year goileges,

N s ~
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” their share of total postsecondary e;}ollmenfs, aﬁd their heavy en-
rol IMent of students from low- and moderate-income fam|||es The-
S question arises: Are There features of the app||ca¢|on and state and .
: instituttonal allocation process that hamper par+|CIpa+|on Qy two-

year institutions and their students in these programs7 . “.

ﬁ

1%_\/xf& descripfion of federal allocations for the, academic year F974— o ‘|
75 will set the background for a discussion of this pnoceSs and;ufs )
* possible effects on two-year colleges relative to other types of in- f‘b .

stitutions. The paper Cill also present a compaflébn'befﬁéen_jhe dis-

tribution of funds unde&r the campus-based prbg;ﬁms ang an estimated ,
. ' N e .7

distribution of Basic Educational Opportunity Grants to Btudents at

-

|
differing types of institutions: B .
. N ‘ ' L | ‘.r | i
" Allocations ‘for 1974-75 ' .. S S
|
|
|

Table | presents the actual federai allocations for'eéchocaabus—based
progfaﬁ and the combined fotal for all progrems for the academic yeér_
1974-75." . e ’ R

As:. Table | |ndﬂca+es, of the $766 million approprlafed for use

in the academac year 1974-Y5, publdic higher eﬁucaflon |ns+1+u+|ons
received ne§r|y 60/percen+ of the total™funds and pruvafe nonprofuf
.uns+|+u+|ons received 33 percenf. Proﬁraefary schoots accounfed for

The remaining 6 to J percen+ Excluding the propruefary and pupﬁlc
vocational+technical, categories, about 77 percent of all funds went ) )
to four-year, institutions (pgblic and private), codpared with less

L % - .
than “16 percent for .two-year schools (public and private)._

R ~
|. Funds for these allocations were appropriated in December 1973 as .
part of the fiscal 1974 Labor-HEW Approprlafrbns Bill and were allo~ .

cated fo |as+|+b+|ons in late spring. 1974 for expendlfure in the aca-

demic year 1974-75 (fiscal 1975). Thus these programs are forward,
funded by one yiar.

1
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‘By fndividual progrém—-SEOG, CWé, and NDSL--the picture is much

the same. Public and private four-year institutions predominate in . Te-

“each: Private four-year institutions fare especial ly well under the . .

NDSL program. for propriéfary schools, participation ic hcaviest in

7

NDSL ana teast in fthe College Work-Study Progfém. The paTTern'for two-
Qear colleges is just The”revérse--fhey~parTIcipaje most extensively .
in the work-study program, claiming 21 pércenTAof work=-study atloca-
tions but accounfing for less than 10 ‘percent of "NBSL funds.
Proprlefary schaols receive close fo 7 percenT of SEOG funds,
even Though They have been eligible for SEOG only stnce The passage
of the Education Amendments of 1972, !

.

Comparisons with 1971-72 <

* Table 2 shows the allocation of campus-based student aid funds Yo two=-
Qear institutions, both public and private, in 1971-72.and 1974-75; .
The relative participation of Two-year colledes in these programs has

remained virtually unchanged.

Table 2. Allocation_of funds in the campus-based programs to 2-year

institutions (in percent) : S -
[N '~ . T — - -' n
SEOG - CWS .“NGSL ‘ Total
1974-75 17 L 2l 10 ; 15.5

The percentage of SEOG funds allocated to two-year. institutions
during this period has lncreased but their share of .CWS funds has
decreased, For the Three'pnogr’ms combined, the percenfage of funds
received by two-year 1qs+m#u?ﬂ_ns/has“ﬂ’él|ned sllghfly

t

Ry

|
i
i
]
1971-72 Isg - - 248 © yog 16.3% ' i
i
|
1
]
|
|
|
i
:
1
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ToTal dollar a&locatlons to TWQ'year |ns+|+u+|ops“Under The Thvee

E ,programs rose 3 percenf aefweaﬁ 1971- 72 and 1974- 75, from $||5 mil- ,1/

P—_— ' -

T T T JLon o St|9 miflion. Ihxs compares with an 8 percent overall rise -,

federal a!locafrons for] /he Three programs over the-same period, ’.'f'

- N

5 . . .
L~ - 3 B 4
~ *

w- Four factor,s detemnn ng Za]locaé.;ions s ‘ L

.
-~ -~ s o~ .
L e T £ . e

In The caMpus-bacsd sT nffgld pr”gfgﬂﬁw federal fUnds are dbsfrv- .

buted to posfsecondary Lnst;#ufTSE;‘whlch in turn dlsfrlbufe The funds ' .

- 7 [

to eligible students” Fimancial aid. officers deTermlne s+uﬁen+s A
el|g|b|||+y accord|ng to fedéral gu1de!:nes,anéffnéfifufnonal poll—' .
cies. Federal Iaw requires that each dollar of supplemenTaI grants -
« (SEQGs) .be maTched by,|ns+|+u+|onal and other résources, including
other federal resources. Algo, |ns+|+uf|ons mugt supply 20 percent of
. the wages received by work-sfudy par+|c1pan+s ‘and IO percent of-Na- e
" tional Direct Sfudenf Loans. Even with +h|s comb|n§§.effor+, appro- " ?«—
priaffons historically have been insufficient to cover the needs of
all students eligible for federal student assistance.’
In the deTerminaTipn of allbcafions to institutions, four factors
are imporTanf:;(l) Tﬁg number ‘of institutions applying, (2) fnstitu~ bt
tional requesfs;~(3) panel-approved requests, and (4) state allocation

‘

formulas. i o

€

Iogr i
f

— . 4 N :)\
Number ot 'institutions

)
‘

- -

R :
In the fdl} of each year, institutions file applications for funds to

be used in the campus- based progréms during the folJoWing academic

year. These appf?ca+|ons——+he so- -called "tripartite" form--collect in- . O
forma+|on descrﬂbqng<+he |ns+|ty+|on s.s+Jden+ body (particularly |+s '

economlc characfernsflcs) “the |ns+|+u+|onar“re500rces commi tted To

student aid, d|s+r|bu+|on of previous federal-siudent aid funds, and

-




R, " — ~

»

estimates of‘need for new fund|ng The number " of |ns+1fu+|ons apply—'
ing for Supplemental Educa+|ona1 Opportunity Granfs Co }ege WOrk—STudy
funds, and Na+|ona| Dlrec+ Student Loan funds has r|sen sTead|ly as
eligibility reQU|remen?s have been broadened, and as institutions baVe
acquired resources W|+h which *o match federal conTrnbuTnons fn=~
creased knowledge and sophistication “about the ,programs have &lso

helped to augment |n=+|+u+|ona! participation. -

. . . / —
Institutional requests - v—“‘:,s"/

——-—

On its application, an institution estimates and-requests the funds

e

JERTIE

necessary to aid all elxg|ble 'students QW|+h4n the Trstitution's abil=

-;|+y To cover federal maTch|ng requvremeqfs)~

~ N - N - e

;aFET-approved requésts ¢ - -
T - .

1

'S
Applications’ are “then reviewed by panels of federal'offWCIals and fi=<
nancial aid officens in each of the 10 federal. ;eggons The panels de-
Term|ne whether the |ns+|+u+|ona| requesﬁs seem reasonable in ||ghf

of past uses of funds and prospec+|ve needs An appea!s process is.

available for institutions that feel the pahel has been unfair din |+s 7

assessment. -
- ’ ‘ ‘ ) j

- State allocations

~.

Sfa}ufory formulas determine the amount of funds each state feceives.

Under current law, 10 percent of appfopriafed funds in each program

may be distributed to states at the discretion of the Com;issioner of

Educafion. For.the remainfng 90 peréenf of funds,'fhe‘sfafe altocation
~formula is different for each program. SEOG funds are disTriEufed on

the basis of full=time equivalent students in eaeh state but the NDSL




formula is based on full-time stidents. The CWS formula involves a

r

‘/ghﬁihfo under 18 from iinpoverisned famjiies. nnesewfonmuias deter-
mine the ambunt of funds available tao be d|s+r|bu+ed to institutiohs
\% in each state under each program. Each institution in turn receives a
' fraction ‘of the state allocation equal to its share of total panel-
approved requests. Thus; if,a state's allocation is 60 percenf‘of its
* approved requests, each insfifufign in that state will. receive 60 per-
cent of its approved reques+ Traditionally, the percenfage of re-

quests filled for each program differs considerably from .gtate to
state ‘causing great inequities among states, .institutions, and there-

" fore individual students in différing sfafes:2 The prévision setting
’ aside 10 percent of the funds in each program foqld\s%ribufion by the
Commissioner is designed to ameliorate these ipeqﬁifies;.bﬁt the gaps

¢

from state tc state remain wide.3 o

2. For example, in 1973-74 some states received as little as 42.6 per-
cent of their requests for Supplemental Educational Opportunity Gragts
. although one state received 100 percent; for National Direct Sfuden%&
Loans one state received-as little as 18.1 percent and three states
- 100 percen+ “for CollTege Work-Study ‘somelstates received s little as
45.2 percen+ others as much as .79 percemt. See Table 9 on page 22
for each state's percentage of panel approved requests in each of the
three programs. !
Y 3. Urider SEOG and CWS the:*Commissioner used the 10 percent set-aside
“ i  tobring a RUmber of states that would have been funded at very low
x;lexgls up +o at least a minimum percentage of their papél-approved
requests. Thus in 1973-74, 24 states were funded at 42.6 percent of
their SEGG requests and |9 states at 45.2 percent of their CWS.re-
quests. The 10 percent set-aside has not yet been implemented under
NDSL because the appropriation for this program in fiscal years 1973
and 1974 did not exceed the fiscal 1972 level. When the set-aside pro-
v15|on was written into' the law by the Education Amendments of 1972,
. Cofigress stipulated that no state could receive less than it had in
fiscal year 1972 as a result of the set-aside; in effect, this has
meant that the set-aside does not become operational un+i| the appro-

“
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weighting of pd%fsecondary students, high school graduates, and ; )
: Fro

?

!

~




v .

Number of applicant institutidns

The enigma of institutional parTicfpaTion in the campus-based pro-
grams is tihe iow participation by .the two-year sector. According to
the American Association of Commuﬁify and Junior Colleges, there are
l,141 accredited two-year institutions in the nation,- and presumably
they are all eligible for participation in federal student assistance’
programs. For 1974-75, however, approximately 220 two-year colleges
dfa not filegapplicafiong for SEOG, nearly 500 failed to aaply for
NDSL, and 140 did not request CWS funds. ' .

One study estimates that for 1971-72 the number of two-year in-
stitutions participating in CWS was 784.% of these, glighfly more.fhan
60 percent applied for all three programs, 27 percent applied for CWS
and one other program, and about |3 percent appliea only for CWS--
clearly the most popular program among the two-year institutions.
Comparatively, over 95 peréenf of four-year institutions that partici-
pated in the CWS program also participated in the other two programs.

These data clea;]y demonstrate some missed opportunities. Many
two-year insfiquidns simply do not apply for one or more of the pro-
grams. There may be a numbeé of reasons for such rionparticipation~-

lack of matching funds required for the federal pa'”ograméS (or legal

priation goes above the 1972 level. Because Congress has approved $321
mi)lion for NDSL in fiscal year 975 (to be allocated in academic year
1975-76), exceeding the 1972 level .by $35 million, the .t0 percent set-
aside in NDSL will be implemented in “the coming year.

4. Evaluation Report on the College Work=Study Program by the Bureau
of Applied Social Research, Columbia University, 1973. N

5. Many institutions are.perhaps unaware that the requirements for
matching federa! funds under the student aid programs (and certain
other federal higher education programs) may be waived by the Commis-
sioner if the applicant institution qualifies as a "developing insti-

tution" under criteria set forth in Title |11 of thé Higher Education
Act. Title 11l defines a developing institution as.an institution
4
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-constraints on such use of Iocal'funds); augglucfance to take on the
task of loan collections in the caseé of NDéL?»adminisfrafive under-
staffing of the cQTmunify colleges, lack of professionalism and so~
nhistication., and sometime& lack of perception of student financial
needs. Even whenlfuifion charges are zero or very low, the student
still has other costs associated with attending a higher education
institution-sfoom and board or expenses related to commuting, books and
supplies, and incidental cosfs.ﬁBeqause of their long tradition of
low student charges, some commqhify colleges tend to think of student

> aid as oufside’fhgir concern, something for higher priced four-year
institutions to worri about. But their students do have substantial

needs and in too many cases aqé effectively denied opportunities for
federal assistance simply because of the institutions' failure to

apply for an allotment of funds.

Y

L’
Y

Ifstitutional requests N

Furtmirmore, the TWO-yéar institutidns that do participate in the
campus-based programs may not be requesting as much money as they
should. Public and pr}vafe twoYyear colleges enroll over 25 percent - /
of all students (full-time“dquivalent) in postsecondary education, and
every source of available daty om the income distribution of enrollgd/
students indicates that lowerdincéme students tend to be concenfrafiﬂ

p
in the community colleges. For example, the American Council on Edu-

cation's The American Freshman: Nationa! Norms for Fall 1973 indicates

that two-year colleges enroll approximately 53 percent of all firsft-

time, full-time freshmen who come from families with incomes«of léss.

that, among other things, "is, for financial or other reasons, sfrug-
gling for survival and isolated from the main currents of acadeniic
life." )

h ¢



than $10,000, compared with 33 percent for four-year cclleges and 14
percent for universities. Even after conéidéring the lower costs of at-
tendance at +W@-year colleges, preliminary estimates of the College
EnTrance Examination Board indicate ;haf 20 to 25 percent of all
student financial need for full-time students in higher education is
in two-year insfiquioﬁs. Yet, as Table 3 indicates; Two—yeér insti-
tutions accounted for less than 16 percent of the institutional re-
quests for funding in the academic year 1974-75. This, of course, may
be due to the lack of participation of eligible two-year institutions,
mentioned above. But at least a part of Théﬂexpianafion may be Tﬁaf
two-year colleges underestimate the actual costs of attending, par-
ticularly for commuter students. Two-year institutions participating
in the campus-based pfbgrams may not be requesting funds commensuratie
with the actual needs ‘6f their students, .

]

Application review and allocation process g

Are those two-year institutions that do app|y§ﬁisadvan+aged by the
. 0.E. panel review process and by The*impacf of state allocation
formulas? -

%ab|e 3 présenfs data on institutional requests, amounts recom-
mended by panels, and actual allocations for the three campus-based
programs These data clearly indicate that }he impact of panel review
cuTbacks and state allocation formu|as fa||s fairly equal ly among all
types of institutions. The one excepfron is the proprietary school .

category--panels consisfenfiy reduce the reguests of propriefary“in— .

stitutions by a larger percénfage (45 to 50 percent on the average) .

than for all other institutions (15 to 25 berceﬁﬁ on the average) . ’

Omitting the proprietary schools, there are only QggJ|g|b|e differ-
ences in the percenfage clts applied by panels to two- and four-year

4 »

pubkic and private institutions. . L ¢

4
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panei that can be funded in each state, do not Rave a disproportign-

‘Table 4. Two-year institutions' share of requests, panel- appraved
. requests, and allocations in the campus-based student aid programs

Simi[erly, there is nearPQ perfect eonéisfency amorig institu- . ‘

tional types in the percenfage of panel-approved amounts that are
acfually funded. This fisgure hovers around 50 percent for all types
of institutions, |nc|ud|ng propr|e+ary schools. This éemonsfrd‘is that
the state allocation formulas, which set the share that each state re
ceives and determine the percenfage of amounts (ecemmended by the
ately adverse effect on any particular sector of péstsecondary edaca-
tion. (However it should be stressed again that state alioéafi .
formulas do have a dlfferen#>and often inequitable impact on |nd|V|d— ’
ual |ns+|+u+|ons and on individua! students in different sfa%es ). ¢
Table 4 summarizes the experience of two-year |ns+|+u+Ionsa|m
the allocation process for Supplemental Educational Opportunity,
Grants, College Work-Study, and NaTioHaI Direct STuden$-Leaqs.'ln afl.e.
three programs, the two-year sector mainfaiqe a fairly consPsTenT per-
centage of ToTaI requests, panel-approved amounTs, and acfual amounTs ’
received. Tables 6, 7, and 8 (pages 19 To 21) provide more detailed
information on the participation of all- types of instituFions .in eecﬁf‘

b
.

of the three programs. | N C e L.

LY

for academic’ year 1974-75 (in percent)

3

2 \

) ~ . Total of all
2-year institutions' share SEOG CWS NDSL three programs "y

3 ’ .
Total institutional requests 47.2  21.5 10,0
Total panel-approved requests 17.7 21.8 9.7
Total altocations ~16.6 20.9 9.5

Ul OV O
vl O
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ihis anélw§is suggests that neither fhe panel review process
(even Though two-year institutions are reportedly underrepresented on
the Office’ of Edulation panels) nor the state allotment procedures
‘explains the apparent relative underfunding.of community cdlleges in

¢
"campus-based" federal student aid programs.
*

Comparison of distribution of Basic Grant funds and g‘ampus-'l)aased"funds

Table 5 compares an‘estimafe of the distribution of Bé%ic Grant funds
by type and control of. ipstitution with the distribution of funds
. Nudder the campus-based programs. The first column estimates Basic
QFanT distribution assuming fuil funding foéﬁgnl eligible undergrad-
uates, part ftime and full time. The second column illustrates the -
diéfribyfion of the campus-based student aid fungs‘ L

The results show that students in public two-year institutions
should receivé through the Basic Grant program relatively more funds
(27 percent of the total) than they receive at present in the campus-
based pfogfams (13 ﬁercenf of the total).

' I+ should be emphasized that the distribution of BEOG funds shown
in Table 5 is hypothetical. |t assumes not only full funding of the
program but also equal rates of participation by eligible students in
different Types-qf institutions, ) .

Avai.lable evidence about the actual operation of the Basic Grant
program in its first two years of exisfeﬁée suggests %haf students in,
Two—yeaf célleges are participating at lower rates than might be ex-
pected. In 1973-74, Basic Grant awards were res+ric+ed'fo freshmen
and in 1974-75 to freshmen and sophomores--resfricfjons that should
'presumably inflate qu share of program funds reEeived by two-year
college students. A rough estimate indicates that studehts-in two-

*year publie colleges should have accounted for about 40 percezi,of

2

¥

23
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Table 5. 'Estimated distribution of Baéig Grant funds and campus-based
student aid by type of institution (in percent)
SV

+-

Column | . Column 2

> Estimated distribution

of Basic Grants at Total allocation
ful'l funding for SEOG, CWS, and NDSL

_ . ¢
Public . 719 : 59%
,4-year . 44 ) 46
2-year 27 13

Private* T 23, ’ 33
Proprietary and

vocational-

technical 6 8

Total . 100 ~ 100

*Because of |limitations in the data base used for estimating the

distribution of éésic Grants, private 2-year and 4-year institutions

are col lapsed into one category in this table. Because of their

relatively small enrollments, the private 2-year institutions' share

of Basic Grant funds would be quite low in any event, probably not

‘excéeding 2 or 3 percent.
/

v

BEOG funds in 1974-75. Yet prgliminary data show Théy actually received

only about 25 percent of the money. According to the same data, public
four-year institutions received 40 pe;EenT of BEOG funds in 1974-75,
compared with a projected share of 35 percent; and private institutions
received 25 percent, compared with & projected 15 percent. '
One factor tending to screen out two-year college students is that
Basic Grants in 1973-74 and 1974-75 were also restricted to ful l-time
students. bnly beginning in 1975-76 will parf:fime students (wﬁo enrol |

heavily in two-year institutions) become eligible for the program,




. ) .
Howevér this change Will probably not bring about a major shift in

the distribution of total Basic Grant funds. - 2

Perhaps %He greatest influencé:on actual student participation

rates and thus on the distribution 6f BEOG funds in the program's first

two years has been the relative strength of financial aid administra-

Hon emong justitutions. Trained, well inf fnancial aid admin-

istrators who can counsel ang encourage students to apply for the
_program have probably had as much to do @ifh relaTiJe parTicibaTion

rates on different campuses as anything else. Thus it may well be that

until the Basic Grant psogram becomes better known and understood, The)
distribution of Basic Grant funds will not be far different from the

pattern that exists’ under ghe campus-baged programs. The estimate ‘ -
presented in Table 5 illustrates what .the Basic Grant distribution

should look |iké whén the Basic Gramt program matches the original

Congressional intent of helpihg neqdy‘sfudenfs regardless of where

they-live or attend college.

Id

A final note .

This research underlines the impor{ance of upgrading administration .
of student aid at community colfeges, Not onlty are the campus-based
v programs clearly dependent on institutional initiative and follow- ‘
through, but, participation.in the BésiC'GfanT program, at least during
’ its infancy, also seems to be closeWw;reIaTed to institutiohal capa-

b

biIiTy'in this area. Many two-year insTiTuTioh% are penaliziﬁg them-
. !

selves and fheir students by not devoting more systematic attention

and gréafer staff resources to the maﬁagemenf of student assisfance," '

. the fastest growing Tyﬁe of federal aid to postsecondary education.

~
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Table 9. Percentage of pane1-approved requests allocated to each state”
in each of .the three campus-based student aid programs for 1973-74

\

State 1 SEOG CWSs . NDSL
1 Alabama 42.6% 47:0% 7. 36.0%
Alaska ‘ 42.6 45,2 31.2 .
Arizong . ° . . 53.0 68.5 50.5
C Arkansas -, 45,1 69.0 100.0
/ . Call ifornia - % 43,5 45,2 44,1
I" _. Colorado 43.7 45.2 45.7
- Connecticut 62.2 67.4 50.5 -
- Delaware " 54.8 74.1 - 63.2
District of Columbla 42.6 45,2 41.9
Florida ' 53.9 72,1 63,1
Georgia 42,6 74.0 57.8
Hawai i - 100.0. 73.3 100.0
I daho ’ 61.1 47.5 99.3
I1linois 42.6 45,2 48.4
Indiana 42.6 "68.3 39,4
i ‘lowa 42.6 56.8 40.0
Kansas - * 50.6 57.7 69.4
’ Kentucky 44,3 72.4 O 71.0
Louisiana . 42.6 67.9 ~ 73.7
Maine 42.6 45,2 18,1
Maryland 47.0 65.9 - 51.4
Massachusetts 42.8 45.2 Y 34,5
Michigan : 42.6 " 46.5 T 49.9
*  Minnesota - 42.6 B 45.2 7Y
/ Mississippi 42.6 55.8 © 57.9
® ~
Missouri 52.2 57.9° 65.7
> Montana ) r 44,4 . 45,2 91.8
) Nebraska o , 50.2 65.9 88.2
Nevada _ 54.6 . 45.2 56.8 . °
. New Hampshire . 42.6 - 45.2 23.1
, New Jersey  ° 48. | 67.0 56.5
‘ New Mexico® 42,6 - 53.3 52.6
New York " 42.6 50.9 42.8
North Carolina . 42,6 6.6 ' - 61.2.
North Daketa - v 42..6 45,2 33.5
’ .

ty
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Ohlo = . . . 42.6 63.5. 50,5
Ok !ahoma . 42,7 49.6 6.4
Oregon 43.8 45,2 . ,43.8 .
Pennsylvania . 53.7 71.1 /62.0 oo Co
Rhode Island ] 42,9 45.2 . 30.4 *:
South Carolina 42.6 ‘ 78.9 21.51.4
South Dakota . 42.6 . 49.9 39.:8» .
Tennessee 43,7 64,6 . 57.8
Texas ' - 48,8 . 63.6. 96.6
Utah p 66.8 60.8 100.0 -
vermont 42.6 45.2 £735,2
Virginia ¥ . 47.9 64.3 . -« 7 62,2
Washington 42,6 45.2 - Lt 36.6
West Virginia 42,6 45.2 13,3
Wisconsin 42,6 45,2 374
Wyoming 43,8 45,2 ‘ 7.3
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